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This paper is submitted in follow-up to the telephonic interview conducted between the 
Examiner and the undersigned on August 8, 2007. This paper is also being accompanied by a 
Request for Continued Examination (RCE) requesting that the Amendment After Final, dated 
August 1, 2007, be entered on the record. A Request for a one-month Extension of Time is also 
being submitted concurrently herewith, and therefore this response is timely filed. 

In the aforementioned telephonic interview, Applicants highlighted the differences 
between the amended claims and the references cited by the Examiner. Applicants argued, 
in particular, that the prior art of record does not disclose or suggest indicating the selected 
status of multiple hardware components in a manner that includes selecting a filter criterion 
from a plurality of predetermined filter criteria, comparing attributes associated with 
hardware components against the selected filter criterion, and selecting those hardware 
components associated with attributes that match the selected filter criterion. Applicants in 
particular noted that Fig. 8 of Fox, which was previously relied upon by the Examiner in 
rejecting claim 7, does not in fact disclose the use of a filter criterion in connection with 
indicating the selected status of a plurality of hardware components. Fig. 8 of Fox, in 
contrast, enables specific configuration parameters of a single node to be configured by a 
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user. It is Applicants' understanding from the interview that the Examiner acknowledged 
that Fox does not in fact disclose filtering as a means of indicating a selected status for 
multiple hardware components. The Examiner therefore indicated that the claims as 
amended overcame the current rejections; however, the Examiner indicated that a further 
search and consideration would be required prior to allowance of the Application. 

In summary, Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims are novel and 
non-obvious over the prior art of record. Reconsideration and allowance of all pending 
claims are therefore respectfully requested. If the Examiner has any questions regarding 
the foregoing, or which might otherwise further this case onto allowance, the Examiner 
may contact the undersigned at (513) 241-2324. Moreover, if any other charges or credits 
are necessary to complete this communication, please apply them to Deposit Account 23- 
3000. 
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